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REMARKS 

Stattis of the etaims 

Ciaims 5-6. 12. 15-18, 20-21. 23, 27, 30-3L 34-37, 3'Ml and 43-5^ arc pending 
in the application. Claims 1-3. 5-6, 8-9, 12, 15, 37, 39-41 aad 43-52 are\\ithdra\vn. Claims 4, 7, 
10-11, 13-14, 19, 22, 24-26, 28-29, 32-33, 38, 42 and 53 are cancelled. Claim 16 has been 
amended herein to incorporate the subject matter of claim 24. No new matter has been added 
with this ainendmem. As such entry and consideration thereof are respectfiUly requested. 

Reiecttons «tider 35 l].S.C.§103 

C1annt> )6A^^, 20-21, 23-24, 27, 30-31, 34-36 and 53 lemam r^-iecicd under 35 
U S.C.§103 as benig obvious over Ritchie et al.^ in view of Papastavros el al. The E.Kaminer 
maiatains that Ritcine et al. discloses a process for prqraring solid polyester granules, which is 
the product of a reaction of unsaturatai polyester with Styrene, wherein the initiating system has 
an amme of N,N-bis{2-hydroxymethyl)-p-toIuidine and benzoyl peroxide The Examiner notes 
that Ritchie et al is silent ic^aithiig ihe use n^->rc th<in one pennnle in the prtparation oi ihc 
solid polyester gi^nules but asserts that the recited ratio ot ciaun K> of a ratio cqua' to oi greater 
than i 1 encompasses ratios wherein the second peroxide is only present m \'ery low amounts, 
which woiild have no effect on the process. In addition, the secondar>' reference of Papai>tavros 
et al, is reUed on for teaching the use of a two peroxides in a polymerization reaction. 

As noted , the Examiner acknowledges that Ritchie et al, is silent on the use of more than 
one peroxide in the process of preparing solid polyester granules. However, the Examinei 
a^'=e-*ed that the specified ratio m the cLiuiis of the applu-atn^n can be -^ativfied bv a latio of 
iOOOOOO 1 01 even highei Claim 16, as a-nended recites, "piepanng a -olut'on of saturated 
polyester and a combination of discvi peioxides m stviene. wherein tlie c^imbiiiaUon ot diae>l 
pcro.xides comprises diaioyl peroxide and dialkanoyl peroxide ha\'ing a diaroyi peroxide to 
diaikanoyl peroxide mole ratio that ranges from 1:1 to 10:1" . Thus, while the position of the 
Examiner is legally incoirect, it is rendered moot by the express recitation of an upper and lower 
limit of the ratio of diaroyi peroxide and dialkanoy! peroxide. 

With tegaid to ihc as.'t^rfiou ^h:.* ' .s. , ^lait ai^ention v,oeld bf nh\iiH3s tner the 
combined teachings of Ritchie et ai, and Papastrvros et ai , Apphi^anis maintain, d» dK^cu';scd ir 
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dvtjtl hc)o\\, thi^ one skilled in the would not find any suggestion of the jmention from 

reterence ieac!rme;s, 

}v\ ihL A.d\}^j!> At.UoTi is>ued on November 14. 2011, {ho Examiner maintains the 
lejcctior based or\ the ioiiowmg two pomis, which are addressed m turn. 

1) In the first portion of the discussion on page 2 of the Advisory Action, the Examiner 
asserts that the data m the specification is insufficient to show that the reduction in residual 
styrene is an inherent property because **the amount of residual stvrene is a complex ftmction of 
several piraujctcrs " respeotfuHv ic^pond that the Fxannner legallv ni^orreLl m 
his posinuu \^li:le the da^i <u I ables I and 3 do sho\\ a ^\1dc vaijatmn m the amount of lesidua! 
is^tte.ie dependiru' on c g the ratio of peroxides used or tenian aromatic amuii. used, u is clear 
from the comparatne examples m both tables tliat v^hcn onl) a single peroxide is used, the 
amount of residual styrene goes up dramatically. Thus, the data consistently demonstrate tlie 
combined use of tlie diaeyl peroxides as recited in the claims gives unexpectedly improved 
results. 

2) tn response to Applicants' arguments that the teachings of Papasta\ros ct al would not 
■^h; tojiMdcrcd rclc\ajil to the instantl\ claimed ptocc^s. the Ex<iinine! s i.l- l\<'iKhn<^ 
applicatit's aigumenn that teinpcKUme btabih7ation is no! a concen m a su-^ptri-io! . l'iu 'siOH 
polymenzat.on ' and tht;n pio\:des a refetencc deinunstratmg that "desirability to cuudiiot 
suspension polymcn7ation with precise control of polymenzation temperature are pomted out'' 
From tlie Examiner's comments in the Ad\isory Action it appears to Applicants that the 
arguments of November 3, 2011, were not suffidentiy clear. As such. Applicants clarify the 
arguments regarding the teachings of Papasta\Tos et al. herein In addition. Applicants submit 
evidence m support ot their posunvfj. 

In particulai, YpplKanl^. note that thK. point discussed or page 4 ot the respoi se ui 
]No\emlie. 3. 201 i, wot, specifically that the issue was not whethei os nnt .-vuspensjon 
poS>-menzalion lequircd tcmperatm-e conti'ol, but rather that any teachings m Papastavro.-; et al 
legarding bulk polymerization reaaions would not be considered applicable to the suspension or 
emulsion pol>"meri2ations {as with Ritchie et al. and, or tlic present indention). 

As pre\iously stated, the Fxammer cannot simply arbitranly combine the disclosures of 
Ritchie and Papasta\ros. There needs to be sometlung more in the combined disclosure than 
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mctcls the rtc-cncc ot nil rcle\ aut ieatures defined m the claims ol the piesent application. As 

it^itiiuied in KMi I'mfuiuo^iai Co v lele/lexlnc , H2 LSPQ2d 1385 (U S 200"). 

Rejections on (tbMousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere conclusory 
statements instead, there mmt he some articulated rcasomng with some rational 
underpinnmg tu suppoit ths. lega' conclu;!.ion of obviousness,,.. a patent composed 
of several dements \i- nut pro\cc obvious ni!_Tel\ b\ dornonstrattng that each of its 
eiements was, independenily, known m the pnor art. 

The claimed process involves polymenzing styrene aiid unsatuiated poKes^ei monomers 
using a suspensioryemulsion polymenzation tcchaique . The suspension/emulsion 
polymerization accordmg to the invention requires the use of specific reagents and reaction steps- 
as lecjted in the claims, Ritchie et al, also regards suspended/emulsion poi>Tncn7ation 
Papasta\Tos discloses an appm-atiis and process for manufacturing supported b olid poI>menc 
sheets Fbe ptobleni aJdrcs.scd in Papasiavioi, re'ates m ^eneial to the 
mt-chamzatiou automation of picpanng suJi supported solid poh-menc sheets Papasta\ros 
addresses this problem by teaching an apparatus for producmg a substrate interposed between 
two sheet materials, with the sandwich structure being adhered through use of a polymerizable 
liquid introduced between the layers of the structure. Pap^tavros is not related m any way to the 
picparation of polve^ter granules, let alone addressing the problem of high st>Tene monomer 
residue present m such granules Fl^ns uhite Papastava')S may be broadl} said to pertain to 
polymers, one sl^illt. i m I\ ait wouM n.'t (. 'HsiJot ti^c disclosure of PapastaMos '.v> iuix*. <iu\ 
relc\ance to ihe tedmolugv disciuscd in Ritchie et al or any reie\ance to the instant invention. 
Thus, one of ordman skill m the art would not have any reason to combine the disclosure of 
Papastawos with the disclosure of Ritchie. 

In support of the rejection the Examiner states that Papastawos "teaches polymensation 
process oi liquid \in\! nionojners and unbatu..itec' polvc^tcrs m the px<:i,cnce ot latui.s .Hxi 
catai>i>t sxsttms. compp^ing tw peu'\uie-> Jiowe\ci Pctpastavrot. onl> make^ icteience to 
poh-meny.ng liquid \unl Tnonomtib a.id ' unbatutated poh-mers " and not "unsaturated 
poiyestefjs", as suggested b> the Examiner Moreover, Papastavros makes no reference or 
suggestion whatsoever of using as the polymerizable liquid monomers, styrene and unsaturated 
polyester, 

discussed previously, and as believed to be misunderstood, the polymenzation process 
di.sclosed and exemphfied in Papastavros is a bulk p ol ymenzation The mstam invention and 
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that of Ritchie U al a suspen-^ion emuU:on polMiicnz ariO]'! Bulk and '^Ubpcnsion/oniulsair 
polvru^iizjtions h\o entudy different poljiTsen/atnm technique^ iequiimg diffeieiit 
apparatus <md lejgontb, Ihe techniquestoethods and apparatus used in bulk pol>'merization and 
suspensiQii^mulsioii polviTienzation are not interchangeable. 

Suspension/emulsion polymerization processes are " heterogeneous .*' Witli 
suspension/emiilsion polymerization, tlie polymer is formed as a separate particulate phase in 
eitlier water or organic solvent. The Tnonomer and initiating species used will partition 
diftcremly into the different phases depending on their soIubilit\, Some oi tiiese -peuiei wiU 
exist in tht pohfuer phase and some will be dissolved m ihe cuniinuou:> phase A rbriher 
requirement m suspension/emulsion pol],tneri2ations is maintaining the colloidal stability of the 
resulting polymer. 

In contrast, bulk polymerization, as in Papastavros, is a homogeneous system. Thus, with 
Papastavros all of the reagents us^ to form the polymer (and the resulting polymer itseM) are 
dissolved in the solvent Thus, with the bulk polymerization of Papastavros tliere is no 
pdiliiicmni" -ntn duTcrent phases Bulk and emulsion, suspcnsuni p<.)l\ mcn/attons aio („oiiMdered 
m the dii to be considerably different not only in lerms of the reagents required to perform the 
poljTOcrization, but also in terms of how the polymerization proceeds. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would not consider the disclosure in Papastavros to be applicable or relevant to 
suspension/emulsion polymenzation reactions. 

Papastavros does make refer«ice to using a combination of nntuators, Howexer. the 
purpose of the combined initiators in Papastavros is to avoid genmting a i<ugc e\oilienu during 
the bulk poKirc} i/,itjon process fhe problem addressed m Papablr'^sos ha^ absoimd> no 
reievanc) h> producing pohester gianules ha\mg a icduccd level of stwene monomer lesidue 
(tiie problem aJdicssed b> the mutant in\. en(ion) The present invei^tion achK-\cs the solution of 
producmg polyester granules having a reduced level of sryrene monomer residue, wuh the 
specifically combined ratio of diaroyl and diaikanoyl peroxides recited in the dams. As noted, 
Papastavros discloses a combination of initiators to avoid generating a large cxothom dunng the 
bulk polymerisation. However, as possible suitable combinations of initiatois. P.5pasta\ros 
contempUtes a ^a^ct\ cumbuiatum'^ tr.e iLiioiit^ of which arc not a oomhmation e\en of 
peio\idc.^. let dionc diaruyl and diaikanoyl peroxides. There is nothmg ui Papa^^tasios ihat 
would point one skilled in the ait to a combination of diaroyl and diaikanoyl peroxides. Nor 
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wpuid one .skiiied in the art c:i \\>k to die processies of Papastavros when developing a 
susptn^uni'i'iTtulsion }X">lMiion7ation piocess, 

Attachcsi hcitto a DcclaiaDon of co-mvcntor Dr. Algirdas SHRTLIS. subjiuUed under 
37 C.F R i; L132. In paragraphs 1-6, Dr. SERELIS pio\ides his backgiound mfoimaliun and 
expertise. In paragraph 8, Dr. SERELIS explains the subject matter of the instant invention. In 
paragraph 11, Dr. SERELIS provides his opinion of the teadiings of Ritchie et al.. Dr. 
SERELIS states that Ritchie et al. "is concerned with the use of a particular class of tertiary 
aromatic mnincs reductants for diac>l peioxides a? a mears to generate Md^als for uutMiing 
crosslinkmg polynicn/dUon in si>Tene-pol>e$tei dioplcts This invention deals spCLifioaHs uitn 
single peroxides a^, ihe oxidising compononi of tho redox coupb " 

In paragraph 12-16 of the Deciaiation, Dr. SERELIS discusses PapastasTos et al. and the 
relevance of the reference teadiings to the instant invention. Dr, SERELIS states that the 
reference teachings regard bulk polymerization in sandwiched sheets. The present invention, on 
the otl^er hand, is drawn to the aqueous di.spersion-type polymerization aimed at pumpable 
slurries of line particles Ot SFRFl 1^ stato> th..t "These iwt> Ivncs of poi>mcn/ation 
techniques ha\e widely differing requuements and limitations. Among the most significant are 
the distribution of initiator with respect to monomer, the loci of ixiitiatlon, and the temperature 
limits imposed by the reaction medium." 

Dr. SERELIS notes that the disclosure of Papastavros et ai. is primarily conceriied with 

the appai-atus being used and not the use of tlie initiators, eitlier solely or in combination. It is 

noted tliat 'The equipment, reagents, skill and knowledge to perform bulk pohmerization as 

desonb>.d n Pcipa'^.tavtos et a!. i:s \ast1} difforcnl to that lequired to perft^nn the .vaspension 

polMnenzat-.ori that the subject of Such c al tt^' cntion^ Dr SERELIS states that. 

It 5S vicli Knttwn that the distnbui\->r M i .,i .to: uiii respect to monomer, the loci 
ol uiitution, and the tempcraaire iimits imposed by tlie reaction medium foi both 
bulk and t-uspension pol>TncnzatJon are \astly different This can be appreciated 
by understandmg that in bulk polymerization the polymerizaiion reaction occi-irs 
tlirougbout the entire reaction medium, whereas in suspension polymenzation the 
reaction medium consists of monomer droplets suspended throughout a 
continuous jqueouj, phase and tht po]>Tncrization reaction occurs only within the 
suspi-ndcd monomer diopleis bov at least these :T-3^on^ an\ technical kiio\s-bt>\s 
reiatmg lo cne Mich tcehmque is unttkeh to, are, Ji n^i^t case^ not, translate 
to the other, I am therefore of the opinion that a person ](Jokmg to address she 
problem of Such ei af would smiply not consider Papastavros et al, as a source of 
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potentially relevant technical infonnatioa 
With regard to any disclosure in Papastavros et aL relating to the use of initiator combinations. 
Dr iiHRFLiS notes tKit such oonibmations aic no: even based >m diac^l peroxide tvpe innKUor^, 
Ihe vse of initiator combinations m the reference is seen lo be concerned wUh how the 
combinations maintain a reasonably constant concenttation of radicals in the presence of 
excessive polymenzation exotherms. The exodiemis are dctnmentai because they cause 
premature depletion of initiator in the desired time frame of the production process. Dr. 
SERELIS states that proviiding a constant concentration of radicals is not relevant to the instant 
i nvention . 

in paiagK^ph In of ihe Declaration. Dr. SERELIS discusses the use of coohng in 

Papastavros et aL and states that the cooling in Papastravros et al. further supports the differences 

between bulk polymerization md the si^pension poiymerization. Impcrtaiitiy, suspension 

polymerizations do not require external cooling due to the fundamentally different mode of 

pohmerization that occurs (reftTencing to paragraph 14 of the Declaration). Thus, "achieving 

temperdti:re stabihsation of die t)oi>Tncnzation m Papastavros ct aj. rei^uires eniirelv diffeient 

consideration to. and entire! v different process conditions and equipment from, the 

pol>^Tic^7atlon m Such et al [the in\ ention]". Dr. SERELIS concludes by stating 

In my opinions tlie application, the medium, the mode and extent of use, and the 
intent behind Papasta\TQs et al.'s use of initiator eombinations are practically and 
teclinically removed from the work of Such et al 1 do not consider Papastawos et 
a! n- be :clevam prior art Ritchie el a!, is also not considered rt']c\ant because it 
njtikos no refer v-nce at aU to usmg complementary duLji pcjoxidc pan? 
Fiirlhcmiore, 1 would not he motnatcd m anv way to combine the disci osuie of 
Papasta\ros et a! v/ith RUchie et al in oider to soKe the problem of Such ct al. 
and Ihereb) ^irrne at the clanncd invention m tlia"^ apphcatjon In particular, faced 
with developing a suspension poKmenzaMon pr<.>i*oss, 1 would not be ^liaun to the 
disclosuie ot Papa8ta\ros et al due to its foous on b;ilk pchmcnzation In th^ 
e\ent that I was to re\ie%\ the di cumcni. alone Oi in combnitition \sith Ritclne t-t 
al, there \s notlung v^hatsuever m tl-jc dKsclosuro(s) that v\ouk! mott\ate me to 
select a pd,rticula! moie latio of two different diac>1 peroxides (as icquued ni 
Such et at) ovei- any one of the many other initiator combinations contemplated 
therein (most of which in any case are not in fact diacyl peroxides). Any teaching 
to use a combmation of initiators in the context of bulk polvTOerization according 
to Papa'-tam>s et al is. m mv opinion, not practicaii^ oi tediji5cal!> relevant to the 
-'Uspcnsu>n poKi-neii/aiion related pioblcm with vvluch in Such cf al is concerned. 

Ihus^ as discussed m ihe Declaration of Dr. SERELIS, the disclosuj-e of Papastavros et al. is of 
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no rcie\ancc to considerations for suspension''emulsion pohmerizatiun meihoJs and one skilled 
m the ;jrt when looking to modstv the teachings of Ritchie et al would not l.iok tr- the teachings 
of PapastavTos et The instant invention is ihcefore not obsious over Ritchie et al. in \'iew 
PapastavTos et ai and withdrawal of the rejection is respetlfully requested. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectftdly requested to contact Mar>'Anne Armstrong, PhD, 
Registration No. 40069, at the telephone number of the undersigned below to conduct an 
intei\ien m an effort to expedite prosecution m coiuKction \\\Xh the prcsi^nt application 

Ir ncces^sar^. the Director is hcrcbv authon/ed m tins, concmxait, and hiUiiv replies to 
charge any fees recuiired dunng tlie pendency of the above-identified application or credit any 
overpayiBent to Deposit Account No, 02-244.8, 
Dated: February 6, 2012 Respectfully submitted. 



MaryAi-me Armstrong, PhD 
Registration No.: 40069 

BmCli, STEWART, KOIASCH & BIRCH, LLP 

81 10 Gatehouse Road, Suite TOO East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, VA 22040-0747 
703-205-8000 




Attachment(s): Declaration aftdCV; of Dr. Algirdas SEREOS 
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